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ilkie and Moore (2003) divide up the historical development of marketing thought into four eras. The goal in this essay is to provide my perspective on the latter two eras, starting with the year-long program in 1959 sponsored by the Ford Foundation and ending with my current experiences with the globalization of the marketing profession. In the process, I hope to provide some useful insights into one of the major concerns that Wilkie and Moore raise-namely, that the field of marketing is becoming fragmented, and as a result, (1) knowledge is being lost, and (2) theoretical and methodological domains are taking precedence over the substantive domain.
My Start in Era III
According to Wilkie and Moore's (2003) classification, Era III starts in the early 1950s. At that time, I was still in junior high school, and thus my only contact with marketing was with customer service and channel management (i.e., I delivered newspapers to individual households). However, in 1961, I enrolled in a specialized MBA program at the University of Michigan that emphasized "quantitative methods." The head of this program was Allen Spivey. I mention this because he was one of the three instructors (the other two were Howard Raffia and Sam Goldberg) in the Ford Foundation program that Wilkie and Moore mention in their discussion of the advent of quantitative methods into marketing. According to participant Frank Bass, the stated goal for the group of young marketing professors enrolled in this program "was to review and dissect the mathematics used in all of the then-known mathematical models in marketing." Three years after I graduated with my MBA, Allen Spivey called and asked me to return to Michigan to pursue a doctorate (in Statistics). Although he was not my thesis advisor (Joseph Newman was), I have always viewed Allen as one of my mentors. In that way, I view myself as a secondgeneration graduate of this revolutionary Ford Foundation program that helped bring quantitative analyses to marketing. Other members of this second generation included the large number of doctoral students who graduated from Purdue under the guidance of two of the Ford Foundation participants, Frank Bass and Ed Pessemier. This group included Don Lehmann, John McCann, Abel Jeuland, Dick Wittink, David Riebstein, Len Parsons, Mike Hanssens, Al Wildt, John Summers, Rick Winter, Jim Ginter, Neil Beckwith, Doug Tigert, Frank Houston, Albert Bemmaor, Bob Leone, and Wilfred Vanhonacker. As Wilkie and Moore note, this second generation of scholars helped solidify the infusion of scientific theory, methods, and analysis into the field of marketing. In turn, we have trained a large number of students. I cannot think of a single event that had more seminal impact on our field of inquiry than this year-long 1959 seminar.
My Journey in Era III
I joined Carnegie-Mellon University's marketing faculty in 1969 after graduating with a doctorate in Statistics. The other two members of this group were Dennis Gensch and Ron Turner, who were also second-generation scholars of the Ford Foundation program through their thesis advisor, Phil Kotler. Given the small size of our marketing group, the eclectic nature of Carnegie-Mellon, and my lack of formal training in marketing, I found myself drawn into a variety of projects over the next decade (which, by the way, coincides with the end of Era III) that helped me better understand the broad applicability of marketing and marketing principles. These projects included a large-scale study to revitalize commercial development in a predominately black neighborhood (which resulted in two journal publications), a major consumer education safety project sponsored by the National Science Foundation (NSF; one journal article), a couple of antitrust cases that involved channel management disputes (the basis for McGuire and Staelin 1983), a NSF study of the influence of school environment on changes in intelligence quotient (one journal article and a series of papers on latent structure analyses), a study commissioned by the Food and Drug Administration on food regulation (a book), a NSF grant on nutritional labeling (one journal article), and a study commissioned by the Federal Trade Commission on consumer information (four journal articles). In the process of completing these projects, I worked with psychologists, consumer activists, engineers, statisticians, and economists, as well as marketers. As a result, I was exposed to a plethora of different paradigms and approaches. Not only did these activities help me continue to acquire new skills, but I also came to appreciate the importance of understanding the institutional aspects of a problem. Since that time, I have strongly continued to favor research that cuts across boundaries, is scientifically sound, provides insights into real-world phenomena, and has relevance to our profession. In other words, I have always been drawn to difficult, complex problems that also have the potential to affect business practice and/or societal needs. This has required me to leave my office and learn about the institutions that I want to study. In addition, because I have always been at a research-oriented school that stresses publication in major academic journals, I have had to find the right balance between theory (and thus abstraction) and my desire to capture real-world constraints and to be able to implement the findings. The net result of all this is that I have always tried to produce substantive findings. Although this often required theory development and methodology advances, I view these as a means to the end (i.e., useful findings).
Doctoral Training
Given this start in my career, it is not surprising that I resonated to Wilkie and Moore's (2003) statement that the field of marketing is becoming fragmented and that the value of a person's research is based only on its theoretical and methodological contributions and not on the substantive findings and insights that have value to one or more of our target audiences. It concerns me that most young scholars are now told to acquire deep knowledge in one small part of marketing and to ignore acquiring a broad understanding of our field of knowledge. Moreover, most doctoral programs now are designed to facilitate such focused knowledge acquisition. My first impulse is to say that this is wrong and that we should go back to the "good old days" when doctoral candidates took comprehensives in all aspects of business (I was required to do just this when I received my degree) or, at least, to take comprehensives in the many different fields of marketing. However, on reflection, I am not so sure that this is what is best for our profession. Let me be more specific.
When I graduated in 1969, there were only two premier marketing academic journals, Journal of Marketing and Journal of Marketing Research, and one field journal, Journal of Retailing. Now there are at least four premier journals along with a large number of specialty field journals. Also in 1969, the study of consumer behavior was in its infancy; it took five more years after I graduated before the field even had a journal. Consequently, it was "easy" for me as a doctoral student to look across the different areas of marketing and concentrate on the substantive issues. Even when I was at Carnegie-Mellon, I was able to teach an ongoing doctoral seminar with Andy Mitchell that covered papers on almost every aspect of marketing, from straight psychology and consumer behavior, to social and managerial marketing, to empirical marketing, to straight economics. Every doctoral student was expected to take this course while in the program and did so once a week all year round until graduation. To the best of my knowledge, such training is now rare, if not extinct.
This raises a vital question, Should students continue to specialize in order to become an expert in a narrow area of marketing, or should they use their time in graduate school to gain a broad appreciation of the field? It is known from standard marketing theory that when markets mature, they normally also fragment with line extensions so as to serve the needs (or wants) of the divergent market segments better. Thus, it is not surprising that marketing students are now preparing themselves to appeal to one of the many specific market segments that now exist within our academy. It is also true that good doctoral training requires deep knowledge and takes years to acquire. Thus, I do not see the world changing, nor would I lobby for this to happen. Yet there are things that can be done that will eventually enable a person to pull together the different fragments of marketing knowledge and produce research that is still deep and yet cuts across the different boundaries of the field. To achieve this goal, I believe that every doctoral student should graduate with a respect for others' work, a tolerance for different types of approaches and paradigms, and an ability to understand the key drivers of these approaches and paradigms. This does not mean that students need to have a deep understanding of all the nuances of all these approaches, but they need to develop schema for reading and listening to others explain their work so that they can then apply it to their own research. In other words, the students need to learn how to communicate with others and, as a result, to be able to continue to grow (and learn) when they become faculty members. The following are a few ways that our profession can make this happen:
1. Help doctoral candidates learn by example. Probably the best way to develop tolerance and appreciation for others' work is for faculty members to practice tolerance when they mentor their doctoral students. Students will see such values at faculty seminars that are well attended by the entire marketing faculty and at which questions and comments reflect many different aspects of the problem. Effort should be made to link the knowledge of one field to another field and to realworld examples, if possible. 2. Expand the comfort zone. All students should make a point to take courses outside their comfort zone. As a bare minimum, they need to take one or two seminars that examine the different fields of marketing. (At Duke, we currently require students to take one behavioral course and one modeling course regardless of their interests.) 3. Force exposure to different viewpoints. A good way to force exposure is to have a continuous seminar series with research papers that cut across functional lines. Faculty who approach the field from different basic paradigms could jointly teach the course, and all students would be required to take it. The course's emphasis would be on integrating learning from the different approaches (e.g., behavioral, managerial, modeling). 4. Encourage joint research. Students should be required to write a series of research papers with faculty and others. This activity would broaden the students' interests and abilities. 5. Hire broad thinkers. When hiring new professors, a school should review not only the potential candidate's thesis but also his or her other work. This would send a signal that the person needs to explore more than one phenomenon. It would also help the school identify a person who has the potential to develop into a scholar with the capability to attack the broad, complex problems that are now facing the profession.
Life as a Young Academic
The preceding discussion leads me to examine the next stage of a person's career. Currently, most doctoral graduates in marketing directly enter the academic market after four or five years of graduate training. Approximately six years later, the person is expected to come up for tenure. Because the decision for tenure is often based primarily on the person's research output, the standard advice given is for the person to focus on what he or she knows best and to try to publish a series of papers on this topic quickly. As a consequence, the person does not have the incentive to continue to learn about other areas to broaden his or her knowledge.
On the contrary, a narrow focus is rewarded. This does nothing to stop the fragmentation of our field.
If the field of academic marketing thought is to maintain or enhance its value, we need to think of ways to facilitate the broadening of a person's interests, thereby increasing the potential that the person's research eventually will begin to address issues that rely on disparate fields of inquiry. Three approaches come to mind.
First, the field might increase the number of postdocs available. This might require the person to teach a few courses while in the postdoctoral program, but there should be ample time for the person to work with others on new research and to establish new relationships. Compensation would be an issue, but there should be an equilibrium solution that (1) entices qualified graduates to continue to grow and learn by interacting with a new set of established scholars without needing to worry about the tenure clock, (2) provides value to the institution, and (3) allows young academics to earn enough to live "a good life." Having this extra time would increase the probability that the person would obtain tenure after being hired "permanently," and thus it would reduce the dislocation costs associated with the person being denied tenure six years later. Currently, the success rate for a rookie to obtain tenure at his or her first school of employment is substantially lower than 30% at most research-oriented schools. This imposes costs on both the school and the young academic. Thus, any action that can reduce the turnover costs should be given serious consideration.
Second, journals should give more weight to papers that address a problem using a multitude of approaches and less weight to work that is a minor extension of some existing approach. This sounds simple, but often the review teams for papers that use multiple approaches are heterogeneous with respect to their tastes for research, and consequently the team cannot reach agreement on what is good research. There are many stories of papers that "fall between the cracks." Editors need to signal that they favor work that pulls together knowledge from many aspects of marketing and integrates knowledge from related fields.
Third, schools could lengthen the tenure clock so that young faculty members can take a few chances and, in the process, broaden their interests. The logic behind this approach is similar to providing postdoctoral training.
My Journey in Era IV
In the early 1980s, I joined the faculty at Duke University after living and teaching in Australia for a year. Two aspects of my career during Era IV color the way I regard our profession. The first is associated with the different administrative duties that I took on during this era, and the second is associated with my experiences as an editor of an academic journal. In addition, I encountered one more link with a Ford Foundation participant. I briefly discuss each of these experiences.
I have been the associate dean in charge of faculty and/or programs three times, once while at Carnegie-Mellon and twice at Duke. This job has given me a broader view of business education. It also has allowed me to better understand how marketing as a discipline fits into the broader field of business. Finally, it has impressed upon me the need to globalize my research and my interests. In addition to this job, I helped manage our nondegree executive education group, and I was executive director of Marketing Science Institute (MSI) for two years, an organization that, as Wilkie and Moore (2003) note, has touched a diverse set of scholars. One of the initial executive directors of MSI was Bob Buzzell, another participant of the Ford Foundation marketing program. Bob was also the primary force in persuading MSI to establish and initially distribute the PIMS database. Bill Boulding and I were among a large set of scholars who used this database to study a diverse set of marketing strategy issues.
Partly as a result of all these administrative experiences, I was asked to head a group of faculty whose task was to design, develop, and deliver an innovative global Executive MBA program that allowed students to live and work anywhere in the world and still obtain a Duke MBA using a combination of face-to-face education and computermediated learning. This task was particularly rewarding because it also allowed me to manage a new product introduction, a process that I had often taught in the classroom but never fully experienced. It also reinforced my belief that we can no longer be U.S. centric. Scholars in the United States need to better understand and research issues that cut across country boundaries. Moreover, MBA and doctoral education is now a global business, and competition for students and faculty will intensify as non-U.S. institutions increase their quality. In addition, as Wilkie and Moore (2003) point out, more journal pages will be taken by non-U.S. scholars. All this tells me that we may still want our marketing scholars to have deep knowledge, but this deep knowledge is more likely to have an impact if it addresses issues that appeal to a global audience. I return to this theme subsequently.
My second major activity during Era IV that affected my outlook on the profession was my association with the journals as an area editor, editor, and contributing editor. It took me a while as editor of Marketing Science before I realized that the editor's job is to find papers that he or she believes are publishable and to work hard with the authors to help them get published instead of looking for ways to reject a paper because it was not perfect. Given my proclivity to find papers that break the mold (i.e., provide a new approach, cut across functional lines, go against existing thought), this mission of accepting papers required me to be an active editor, since such papers tend to get buried in the review process because they go against the grain of current thought. Wilkie and Moore (2003) talk at length about the fragmentation of the journals as well as the fragmentation of marketing thought. Some of this fragmentation is the result of a segment of scholars becoming frustrated by the review process and thus forming their own journal that is more tolerant to their way of thinking. At one level, this is fine because the field is exposed to new thoughts. However, it is also known that knowledge is best transmitted within a network. As journals specialize, they attract homogeneous market audiences that only talk to others within this homogeneous group. As a result, knowledge is diffused through the academic community at a much slower rate or even "lost" to those outside the group. The field would be better off if its premier journals vied to publish the best research without it needing to be paradigm or topic specific. I would hope that one of the major criteria used for selecting new journal editors is their tolerance for different paradigms, approaches, and topics.
Life of a Senior Scholar
I would never suggest that being an administrator for most of one's academic career is good for everyone or for that matter anyone. However, if we as a profession are to continue to influence the practice of marketing, we need to realize that there is more to our profession than just teaching classes and publishing papers in academic journals. We also need to make sure that our institutions evolve and remain competitive. The needs of our different audiences have changed over the past 20 years, and consequently we must respond to these changes or find ourselves out of a job (or at least be viewed as less valuable). Demand for our knowledge and our product greatly depends on how our employers (i.e., business schools) respond to the challenges of today and the future. Global pressures are changing the rules of the game. Schools are beginning to form global alliances. Students are beginning to demand that faculty members know something other than how to market a product in Peoria, Ill. At least some senior scholars need to pay attention to these issues of adapting to changing market conditions. Because most of us teach and research issues that are highly related to these issues, it seems that many of us will be asked to take on this responsibility. I applaud those who are willing to "sacrifice" a few journal articles to step up to this challenge, and I believe that they will find the experience rewarding. In any case, all marketing faculty will need to adapt to the new environments. I believe that this will place more pressure on the people in our profession to explore how their knowledge might appeal to a wider audience, searching for answers that go beyond the four Ps and that address issues that are strategic and cross-functional. This will happen only if senior scholars in marketing continue to expand intellectually. In my mind, a prerequisite for this growth is for the scholar to tolerate other approaches and to be able to learn from others outside a narrow field of inquiry. I discuss a few possible actions a senior scholar might take next.
1. Take a sabbatical abroad. There are many excellent schools outside the United States. Living in a new environment provides an "easy" way to better understand the institutional conditions outside the United States.
2. Become involved in helping your institution broaden its offerings so as to compete better in today's global environment. Many of us have the necessary skills to do this. 3. Use your next sabbatical to learn a new area. Be open to new approaches outside your specific area. The applications for marketing are extremely diverse. Health care is a mess. Green marketing is beginning to gain momentum. The U.S. government needs all the public policy help it can get. New techniques for studying memory and for collecting data are being developed every year. Take some risks, and look for ways that you can influence the world as well as your own career. 4. When reviewing others' work (e.g., for a journal, for promotion, for hiring), screen for both breadth and depth and show tolerance for approaches that differ from yours. Do not rule something out just because it is not "sophisticated." Instead, try to determine whether the work has impact and the ability to modify the existing core of knowledge. In other words, do not give a person's work credit just because it is technically complicated. In addition, ask if it provides new insights and is not wrong.
In summary, I have greatly enjoyed my career, working in Eras III and IV. I believe that the field of marketing has continued to develop new ideas that provide deeper understandings of a diverse set of marketing phenomena and that have allowed managers to perform their jobs better. With this said, there are still a plethora of challenges ahead. Most of these challenges are not simple, and thus they will require smart minds to attack the problems from many different angles. As a group, marketing academics are highly qualified to do this because, compared with other disciplines, they span many different paradigms and approaches. However, this will not occur unless we free ourselves from narrow knowledge silos. Instead, we need to view ourselves as experts who are able to talk to one another and collaborate.
